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Abstract 
This article attempts to describe the analysis of a written learner corpus of English in an effort 
to enhance the „Can Do‟ statements describing the written production competence at the 
„Basic User‟ level [Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)]. The 
Sketch Engine software was used to analyze the Evosmos Learner Corpus (ELC) with respect 
to the use of the English past tense (PT). It will be shown that learners at the A1+/A2 level 
demonstrate a restricted use of the tense, writing primarily about themselves (“I”) and the 
people of their immediate family and/or environment, their thoughts and feelings. At the 
A2/A2+ level, the use of the tense is more widespread, as learners can talk about their 
pastimes and events in their lives, while, in discussing punctual incidents, they can also 
assume different viewpoints. 
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1. Introduction 
This study was motivated by the processes that inform the design of the „Can Do‟ 
statements of the CEFR, as well as by the framework‟s function as the basis for 
assessment, curriculum, and syllabus design. Its focus was on the English Past Tense 
(PT), as it was thought that this would contribute to the existing descriptors by 
presenting and analyzing real-life data that address the use of a particular tense, as 
tenses are not explicitly referred to in the CEFR (it being not specific to any 
language). Furthermore, with regard to the scale development of the CEFR, the 
descriptors‟ design is based on results obtained from learner and teacher 
questionnaires and reports, and not on real-life data. 
The theoretical impetus of the corpus linguistic analysis procedure that was 
followed has to do with the interplay between lexical and grammatical (perfective) 
aspect and its role in the acquisition and use of the tense at the Basic User level. The 
study involves the analysis of a learner corpus of written English by Greek learners. 
Using the Sketch Engine software (Kilgariff et al. 2004), I-statement and Word 
Sketch analysis were implemented. The results helped illuminate the actual patterns of 
use of the PT and were then incorporated in a set of descriptors of what learners at this 
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level are able to use the tense for. Also, another set of descriptors was compiled 
referring to what learners can write about at this level. 
 
2. Theoretical background 
2.1 The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages and its 
descriptors 
The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, 
Assessment (Council of Europe) “provides a common basis for the elaboration of 
language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across 
Europe” (Council of Europe 2001: 1). In its pages: 
“it describes in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn 
to do in order to use a language for communication and what knowledge 
and skills they have to develop so as to be able to act effectively” (ibid.). 
The CEFR (2001) is based on a set of descriptors which were developed according 
to the guidelines of: positiveness, definiteness, clarity, brevity, and independence. The 
descriptors are positive, in that they describe what learners can (as opposed to what 
they cannot) do, viewing levels of proficiency as “objectives rather than just as an 
instrument for screening candidates” (ibid.: 205). The definiteness that characterises 
descriptors is essentially their avoidance of vagueness. The descriptors should not be 
written in complex syntax and jargon language. Shorter (rather than longer) 
descriptors are preferred since lengthy descriptors – even though detailed – are both 
impractical during the assessment process as well as failing to comprehensively 
encompass all the abilities of a “typical” learner, as a “typical” learner is not thought 
to actually exist (Council of Europe 2001: 206-7). The last feature, that of 
independence, is associated with brevity, in that short descriptors can effectively 
isolate and describe distinct (rather than a set of) features, and may be used separately 
as discrete points on a checklist or as objectives. 
The guidelines mentioned presuppose a set of scales to whose construction they 
apply. The methods for the construction of descriptions appropriate for each level can 
be grouped into three categories: “intuitive”, “qualitative”, and “quantitative” 
(Council of Europe 2001: 207). One or more methods may be opted for but, according 
to the CEFR, “the best approaches combine all three approaches” in a complementary 
manner (ibid.). 
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Intuitive methods are based on “principled interpretation of experience” (Council 
of Europe 2001: 208). Scales are constructed by experts (an individual or a 
committee) or through the experiential method that involves a committee of experts 
undertaking the task of constructing proficiency scales. This is the traditional way of 
developing scales. Qualitative methods involve “groups of informants” and a 
qualitative interpretation of the data obtained (Council of Europe 2001: 209). This 
method comprises different techniques, such as: formulation of the scales (i.e. the 
rearrangement of the existing levels in their correct order and/or identification of gaps 
in their sequence); performances [i.e. “descriptors are matched to typical 
performances” for each level (ibid.)]; primary trait (i.e. the trait which classifies a 
performance as belonging to a particular level); binary decisions [i.e. the primary trait 
already identified is then “formulated [as] a short criterion question with a Yes/No 
answer” (Council of Europe 2001: 210)]; comparative judgments [i.e. pairs of 
performances are compared so as to identify “which is better – and why” (ibid.)]; 
sorting tasks [i.e. informants are supposed to sort, comment on, amend, select, and/or 
reject descriptors]. 
Quantitative methods are based on statistical analyses and interpretation of results. 
The features that characterise such methods are the following: discriminant analysis 
[i.e. the “incidence of different qualitative features” is counted and subsequently 
incorporated in the descriptors based on importance (ibid.)]; multidimensional scaling 
[i.e. a “research technique” used in order to demonstrate the categories that are 
“actually decisive in determining [a] level” (ibid.)]; item response theory (IRT) or 
„latent trait analysis‟ [i.e. “a family of measurement or scaling models” used for the 
development of scales, such as the Rasch model that is used so as to determine “the 
difficulty of individual test items in an item bank”, as well as analyze the way in 
which the bands are used (ibid.)]. 
The illustrative descriptors that constitute the CEFR were based on the results of a 
Swiss National Science Research Council project that was carried out between 1993 
and 1996, and comprised two surveys (Council of Europe 2001). The methodology 
followed was informed by techniques from all aforementioned groups. Already 
existing scales were examined and re-arranged while, simultaneously, a series of 
questionnaires was distributed to both teachers as well as learners participating in the 
project (ibid.). The illustrative descriptors that were formed through the analysis of 
“test data, teacher assessment data and self-assessment data” were subsequently used 
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to “empirically calibrate […]” (Council of Europe 2001: 218-219) the scales of 
different skills and competences. 
Regarding the learning of tenses, the CEFR does not refer to tenses – or the PT that 
will be discussed in this article – explicitly (which is expected, as the CEFR is not 
language-specific). However, what it does mention, is the ability of learners from 
stage A2 upwards to be able to “write and/or talk about past activities” (A2+) 
(Council of Europe 2001: 34); “describe past events and personal experiences” (A2 
spoken production) (Council of Europe 2001: 59); “write short basic descriptions of 
[…] past activities” (A2, creative writing) (Council of Europe 2001: 62); “[learners] 
can ask and answer questions about pastimes and past activities” (A2, info exchange, 
spoken interaction) (Council of Europe 2001: 81). Some of these descriptors refer to 
spoken (and not written) interaction, but they are mentioned nonetheless. However, 
only written discourse will be examined here. 
Tenses are mentioned indirectly in the grammatical competence section (e.g. 
present, past, future tense) (Council of Europe 2001: 112) as well as in the 
morphology and morphophonology subsections [i.e. vowel alteration, sing-sang-sung; 
consonant modification, lend-lent (Council of Europe 2001: 114) and phonetically 
conditioned variation, that is, laughed/cried etc. (Council of Europe 2001: 115)]
1
. 
The data upon which the CEFR is based were gathered through an integrative 
process that involved the use of different methodologies. What appears to be missing 
proportionately from this rather thorough and extensive “pool” of information, is 
empirically scaled data; that is, real-life data – spoken or written – from learners of 
different levels followed by the “matching” of the CEFR descriptors to the actual 
performance of learners. 
 
2.2 The Lexical Aspect Hypothesis: Tense, aspect, and the English Past Tense (PT) 
The theoretical impetus for this study was the first claim of the Lexical Aspect 
Hypothesis (LAH): “[l]earners first use (perfective) past marking on achievements 
and accomplishments, eventually extending [its] use to activities and statives” 
(Bardovi-Harlig 2000: 227). Regarding second language acquisition, the LAH claims 
that “language learners will initially be influenced by the inherent semantic aspect of 
the verbs or predicates in the acquisition of tense and aspect markers associated with 
                                                             
1 See Appendix I for the CEFR descriptors referring to the “Basic User” level. 
Formulating ‘Can Do’ statements at the Basic User level  105 
or affixed to these verbs” (as cited in Bardovi-Harlig 2000: 197).  
What will be focused on in the present study is the simple past tense in English 
(PT). The PT in English is a grammatical category signaled by the inflectional 
morpheme -ed that attaches to the base form of the verb (e.g. last-ed, land-ed). The 
English PT refers to a “definite past time clearly separated from the moment of 
speaking” (ibid.). Another inherent characteristic of the PT (and of the linguistic 
category of tense, in general) is its grammatical aspect.  
Grammatical aspect is expressed through verbal morphology (Guéron & Lecarme 
2004) and “presents an event with a particular extent and focus” (Smith 1991: 5). 
There are three types of grammatical aspect: the perfective, the imperfective, and the 
neutral viewpoint (Smith 1991). The grammatical aspect signaled by the PT is the 
perfective. Its basic property is that is “present[s] a situation as a single whole” (Smith 
1991: 103), including its initial as well as final points; it gives thus to the situation an 
impression of punctuality, which arises from the “closed nature” of the perfective 
(ibid.: 104). 
Apart from grammatical aspect, linguists also distinguish lexical aspect which 
“refers to the inherent semantic properties of the linguistic expression” (Bardovi-
Harlig 2000: 213). According to Vendler (1974), there are four aspectual classes: 
states, activities, accomplishments, and achievements. Briefly mentioning some of 
their most relevant to this article traits, states have an “arbitrary final point” (Smith 
1991: 37), are therefore [-telic]. They are also durative, that is non-punctual [-
punctual]. Activities, like states, are also durative (i.e. [-puntual]) and they “do not 
have an inherently determined endpoint” (Rothstein 2004a: 539) (i.e. [-telic]). 
Accomplishment are “activitie[s] which move towards a finishing point” (Rothstein 
2004b: 21), that is [+telic], while achievements are “near-instantaneous” (i.e. 
[+punctual]) and their endpoint is determined by the meaning of the verbal predicate; 
they are, thus, [+telic] (Rothstein 2004a: 540). Rothstein (2004b) argues that the telic 
aspectual classes, that is, accomplishments and achievements, involve “events of 
change” and the event described is over “when the change has taken place” (ibid.: 
156). The feature of telicity, hence, necessarily involves an event of change; the 
change in question is brought about by the process described by the verb (V) and 
affects the arguments involved in the eventuality (in either an incremental or a non-
incremental manner). 
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3. The present study 
3.1 Hypotheses 
This study was motivated by the processes that inform the formulation of the „Can 
Do‟ statements of the CEFR and its theoretical impetus led to an analysis of empirical 
data, in an effort to enhance the descriptors corresponding to the written production 
competence at the “Basic User” level. The theory-inspired strand addresses the role of 
lexical aspectual class in the process of acquisition of the PT, in an attempt to discern 
the patterns of use of the tense by learners of English as an L2. 
Following the first claim of the LAH, namely that “learners [will] first use 
(perfective) past tense marking on achievements and accomplishments, eventually 
extending use to activities and statives” (Bardovi-Harlig 2000: 227), it was 
hypothesised that:  
(1) The sum of tokens of achievement and accomplishment Vs in the PT will be more 
than the sum of activity and state Vs. Subsequently, it will be hypothesised that:  
(2) The reasons why learners use activities (and states) in the PT less frequently than 
other categories is because activities – like states – describe events that denote no 
directly observable change. In order for that to be true, it will be expected that:  
(3) State and activity Vs used in the PT will be, in their majority, encountered in I-
statement constructions, rather than in other syntactic configurations. 
 
3.2 Methodology 
3.2.1 The Evosmos Learner Corpus (ELC) 
One written corpus that included learner assignment was used in this study. This was 
a learner corpus of English consisting of texts written by native speakers of Greek. 
The learners, aged 9-11, attended the 3
rd
 Primary Experimental School of Evosmos, 
Thessaloniki, and were learning English as a foreign language. They belonged to the 
three final grades of primary education, i.e. 4
th
/D, 5
th
/E, and 6
th
/F. The design criteria 
(i.e. assignment topics, length of texts, grades included) were determined by the 
professors of the School of English (Aristotle University of Thessaloniki) that 
supervise the school and the curriculum, educational programs, as well as 
experimental studies that transpire within it. 
The ELC consists of 68,832 tokens. It includes 805 different written texts by a total 
of 156 students of the D, E, and F classes produced during the academic years 2010-
Formulating ‘Can Do’ statements at the Basic User level  107 
11 and 2011-12. The length of each assignment was not more than 400 tokens in any 
of the groups. 
 
3.2.2 Analysis procedure 
The corpus was obtained in .txt format (raw text date) and was uploaded to Sketch 
Engine (www.sketchengine.co.uk), an online corpus query tool. Sketch Engine was 
developed by Adam Kilgarriff, Pavel Smrz and David Tugwell (2004). It is available 
as a web-based Corpus Query System (CQS); users are able to compile a corpus 
themselves by uploading their own raw data (Kilgarriff et al. 2004; Pearse 2008). The 
software then parses and annotates the corpus with part-of-speech (POS) and lemma 
information using the TreeTagger annotation tool for English. 
The ELC corpus contains all learner assignments and is divided into three 
subcorpora, one for each class. These are: (a) the D class subcorpus (including the 
assignments written by learners attending the D class): 20,903 tokens; (b) the E 
subcorpus: 38,821 tokens; and (c) the F subcorpus: 9,108 tokens. 
The procedure described was followed three times, once for each subcorpus. First, 
a concordance query was made in the Sketch Engine program, written in the particular 
CQL (Corpus Query Language) of the software. The default attribute selected was 
that of “lemma”. The concordance written in CQL was the following: [tag=“V.D*”] 
and a list of all past tense verb forms in the corpus was generated. Afterwards, the 
option of “Frequency List” was selected. A first level Frequency List was compiled 
based on the attribute of “Lemma”. The Frequency List presented all verb lemmata in 
the past tense found in the subcorpus in a declining order of Frequency. Following 
this, each lemma on the list was examined separately in order to determine its lexical 
aspectual class [according to Vendler‟s (1974)]. All verbs were cross-checked to 
eliminate misspelling or false categorisations. 
A Word Sketch analysis was conducted afterwards in each of the subcorpora. 
Through the Word Sketch command, the lemma of each V was individually typed. 
The Word Sketches were then generated, including information such as: subject, 
modifier, pro(noun) subject and so on. The arguments were found and subsequently 
grouped according to frequency. All verb classes were examined as to the context 
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within which they are encountered and, particularly, with relation to I-statement 
analysis
2
. 
I-statement analysis is “a form of discourse analysis that examines how people 
speak or write in the first person to describe their actions, feelings, abilities, goals and 
so on, and how they thus construct particular socially situated identities for 
themselves through language” (Gee 2005: 141). They are typically categorised “on 
the basis of the type of predicate that follows „I‟” (ibid.: 141-42). Gee proposes the 
following kinds of I-statements: 
(i) “„cognitive statements‟, in which the [speaker] talks about thinking and knowing 
(e.g. „I think…‟); 
(ii) „affective statements‟ when the [speaker] talks about desiring and liking (e.g. „I 
want…‟); 
(iii) „state and action statements‟ when the [speaker] talks about his or her states or 
actions („I am mature…‟); 
(iv) „ability and constraint statements‟ when the [speaker] talks about being able or 
having to do things („I can‟t say anything to them‟); and  
(v) a category of what we call „achievement statements‟ about activities, desires, or 
efforts that relate to „mainstream‟ achievement, accomplishment, or distinction („I 
want to go to MIT or Harvard‟)” (ibid.). 
 
4. Results 
Following the aforementioned analysis, and the first hypothesis regarding the sum of 
tokens of each class, the most frequent V class in the ELC found in the PT is that of 
accomplishments (111 tokens), followed by states (96 tokens), then achievements 
(87), and finally activities (11). This being a cross-sectional study, the numbers 
represent a particular phase in the acquisition process; the numerical differences are 
not big, yet they are existent. 
The frequency of the V found in the PT did not seem to be related to the overall 
frequency of the lexical V classes. State Vs have the most tokens out of the four 
classes (6,234 tokens/14 types), followed by activities (2,011 tokens/3 types), then by 
accomplishments (1,092 tokens/23 types), and finally by achievements (481 tokens/30 
types). Even though activity Vs (irrespective of tense) are very frequent in the ELC, 
                                                             
2
See Appendix II for a Word Sketch Query example. 
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they are only encountered in the PT in the F corpus (11 tokens). It was therefore 
hypothesised that the reasons why learners use activities (and states) in the PT less 
frequently than other categories is because activities – like states – denote atelic 
eventualities, not in the sense that the events described lack an endpoint, but in that 
they denote no observable change. The argument affected in prototypically atelic verb 
classes (i.e. states and activities) is not (only) the object of the V (which is not 
affected incrementally anyway) but also (and primarily) the subject, or the 
agent/experiencer involved in the process and is ultimately experiencing the change. 
If this hypothesis is true, it would be expected that state and activity Vs used in the PT 
would be primarily encountered in I-statement constructions in the ELC, rather than in 
other syntactic configurations. It was held that the writer of the text (i.e. the 
learner/narrator) is the one recalling the state or activity in the past and is now also 
experiencing the resulting change. The atelic events are thus “transformed” into telic 
events, in that the perfective aspect lends to them the necessary endpoint (which is 
conducive but not crucial for the denoting of a telic eventuality), and the fact that the 
writer does not experience them anymore, creates the change that ultimately brings 
about telicity. 
After performing a complementary set of Word Sketch analyses (to each separate 
subcorpus, as well as to the ELC as a whole) the subjects (pronoun and nominal) were 
identified. Nominal subjects were „translated‟ to their pronoun equivalent (for 
example: The house to It). As has been shown above, as far as state Vs in the ELC are 
concerned, out of 90 tokens of PT state V forms, 73 are encountered in I-statements of 
the following kinds (81,1%): 
• 47 state and action I-statements 
• 20 affective I-statements 
• 4 cognitive I-statements 
• 2 ability and constraint I-statements 
As far as activities are concerned, the only activity Vs in the PT are found in the F 
subcorpus are the following: play, take, and visit. Out of the 11 tokens of activity Vs 
in the PT, 9 of them are found in I-statement constructions of the state and action kind 
(e.g. We played basketball at the court). The examples are too few to be considered 
conclusive; they are, nonetheless, indicative and follow the pattern of the state Vs 
used in the PT. 
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Regarding the overall use of I-statements (irrespective of tense), 27 out of 111 
tokens (24,32%) of accomplishment Vs are found in I-statement constructions 
whereas in 39 (35,13%) of those tokens, the pronoun we serves as a subject, followed 
by 23 tokens of they (20,72%) and 22 tokens of he/she/it (19,81%). As for 
achievement Vs, 21 out of 87 (24,13%) tokens are found in I-statement contexts. The 
most frequent pronoun subject is, again, that of he/she/it (33 tokens) (37,93%), 
followed by that of We (25 tokens) (28,73%). The least frequent pronouns subjects are 
They (6 tokens) (6,89%) and You 2 tokens (2,29%). 
 
5. Discussion 
The analysis of the data seems to confirm the hypothesis that lexical aspect does 
influence the course of acquisition of the PT, in that achievements and 
accomplishments precede activities and states. Particularly, there are 198 tokens of 
achievement and accomplishment verbs (111 accomplishment tokens and 87 
achievement tokens) and 107 activity and state tokens (96 states and 11 activities). 
This numerical difference cannot be attributed to overall frequency counts. That is, 
the fact that accomplishments and achievements outnumber activities and states does 
not stem from the former being more in overall number in the ELC. Nonetheless, it 
should be mentioned that the V be (a state verb) is particularly frequent in all 
subcorpora, therefore that could have led to the particularly high number of tokens 
regarding this class. Through this initial analysis, it was found that there were only 11 
activity V PT tokens. Learners could be utilizing this particular context as a stage in 
their acquisition process, one that precedes extending the use of the PT to all Vs, 
irrespective of lexical aspectual V class. The subject (i.e. the experiencer or agent) “I” 
could serve learners at this stage as the missing link that joins situation-external (i.e. 
tense) with situation-internal (i.e. lexical) aspect and ultimately aids the extending of 
PT use to activities and states. 
 
5.1 Designing the Can Do statements 
As mentioned earlier, the CEFR does not refer to particular languages or tenses since, 
as Little (2012: 1) writes, the Framework is not a “prescriptive document”. The 
particular analyses performed on the ELC regarding the English PT have highlighted 
the ways in which learners use the tense, the contexts they employ the tense in, and 
the topics they talk about. As mentioned earlier, all learners belong to the “Basic 
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User” level (according to the Council of Europe 2001: 32), and, in particular to the A1 
(D class/D subcorpus), A1+/A2 (E class/E subcorpus), A2/A2+ (F class/F subcorpus). 
What will be attempted in the paragraphs that follow is the formulation of „Can Do‟ 
statements responding to those levels. 
Given that the analysis of the ELC corpus focused on the English PT, the „Can Do‟ 
statements below will refer to the use of this particular tense for the “Basic User” 
level. However, it is to be repeated here that, in the D subcorpus, the use of the PT is 
rather restricted, therefore it is not considered to be the case that learners have, in fact, 
acquired the tense; what learners talk about at this level will be mentioned instead. 
Based on the Word Sketch analysis of the D subcorpus, the A1 level „Can Do‟ 
descriptor is presented below: 
 
A1 
I can write short texts about activities, such as: 
o sports I participate in (e.g. play basketball/soccer/tennis);  
o hobbies that I pursue (e.g. play the piano/guitar);  
o my pastimes (e.g. go swimming/shopping, read a book, ride (my) bike, 
draw, watch TV/a movie).  
o my daily routine (e.g. eat lunch/pie, do (my) homework, wash (my) 
face, brush (my) teeth, walk to school) 
o the daily routine of members of my family (e.g. drive car, cook, wash 
dishes) 
Table 1: A1 Level descriptor (Writing) 
 
Based on the Word Sketch and I-statement analysis of the E subcorpus, at A1+/A2 
level, irrespective of tense, learners can write about the same topics as those presented 
in Table 1 above. The additional topics that learners can talk about at this level are 
presented in Table 2 below: 
 
A1+/A2 
I can write short texts about: 
o a wide range of hobbies and pastimes (e.g. surf the net, listen to 
music, read a magazine, drive around) 
o traditions and holidays (e.g. sing carols, make (a) snowman) 
Table 2: A1+/A2 Level descriptor (Writing) 
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Regarding the use of the simple PT, Table 3 below shows the topics that learners 
can address at this level. It should be mentioned that – similar to the previous level – 
the use of the PT is rather limited. 
 
A1+/A2 
I can use the simple past tense in my writing to refer to: 
o myself (e.g. name, age, tasks I had to do) 
o my feelings and thoughts (e.g. scared) 
Table 3: A1+/A2 Level descriptor, use of the Simple Past Tense in writing 
 
At this level learners can still talk primarily about themselves and about activities 
and tasks they participate in. As far as the PT is concerned, it appears to be the case 
that it is at this level when its use starts becoming more widespread in their writing. 
Learners appear to be able to initially employ the PT when referring to or describing 
themselves. 
Continuing with the F subcorpus, here PT use is quite widespread and allows for a 
more comprehensive descriptor of the A2/A2+ level. The descriptor of the topics 
learners can discuss in the PT is presented in Table 4 below:  
 
A2/A2+ 
I can use the simple past tense in my writing to refer to: 
o myself (e.g. age, place of past residence, being in particular place) 
o my thoughts and feelings (e.g. happy, excited, scared) 
o my likes and preferences 
o my desires 
o particular incidents in my life involving primarily myself (e.g. 
accidents) and occasionally others. 
I can use the simple past tense in my writing to describe: 
o a place I visited (e.g. city, country, sea, museum) 
o a particular day/occasion/event in my recent past (e.g. birthday, 
celebration) 
o activities that I participated in (e.g. playing in a 
football/basketball; playing on the beach) 
Table 4: A2/A2+level descriptor, use of the Simple Past Tense in writing 
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At the A2/A2+ level, learners can write about a wider range of topics in the PT. 
Learners still assume the first-person viewpoint primarily when describing themselves 
in the past, their activities, and incidents in their lives. The activities and/or incidents 
referred to by learners, though, are specific (a particular visit, a given accident), and 
are described assuming their own point of view (“I”). However, when describing one-
time, punctual incidents (i.e. using accomplishment and achievement verbs, such as 
hitting something, beginning a task, etc.) they can assume different viewpoints and 
even describe situations they did not participate in. 
 
6. Conclusion 
The aim of this paper was to implement the corpus linguistic analysis of empirical 
data with a focus on the PT, in an attempt to enhance the „Can Do‟ statements of the 
CEFR referring to written production competence at the “Basic User” level. In 
formulating a set of theoretically-grounded hypotheses regarding the tense, it was 
found that the feature of change entailed in telicity influences the use of the tense. 
Learners appear to use the PT most frequently with telic V classes (achievements and 
accomplishments), not being constrained by the pronoun subject, whereas – with 
atelic V classes (states and activities) – learners appear to initially use the tense 
mostly in I-statement constructions. The analysis revealed that learners at the A1+/A2 
level demonstrate a restricted use of the tense while at the A2/A2+ level, the use of 
the tense is more widespread. 
The findings of the aforementioned analysis can also be employed in the design of 
tasks that would assist the acquisition of the tense (e.g. dialogues and role-plays) as 
well as assignment topics that focus on the learner/narrator (e.g. describe yourself, 
daily routine, and so on). By prompting learners to employ first person narrative, we 
expect them to be able to extend the use of the PT to all V classes and, thus, use the 
tense more frequently and, probably, with higher accuracy. Additionally, and in 
relation to the CEFR‟s function that conjoins curricula, pedagogy, and assessment, the 
fact that learners use the PT in the way that they do, can help inform the design of test 
items for those levels.  
Learner corpora specific to the calibration of „Can Do‟ statements could be 
compiled with explicit design criteria regarding the size of such corpora, their content 
(i.e. type/genre of texts included, language), their type (speech, spoken, written), in 
order to ensure conformity as well as compatibility issues. Those corpora could refer 
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to all levels of proficiency and/or languages and linguistic structures. That would 
furthermore generate the need for the development of particular software that would 
facilitate both their compilation as well as the analysis that would ensue (i.e. tagging, 
parsing, concordancers/search tools specific to certain linguistic features). 
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Appendix I 
 
 
“Basic User” descriptors  
Reprinted from Common European Framework of Reference for languages: 
Learning, teaching, assessment (Council of Europe 2001: 24). 
 
 
 
“Basic User” descriptors for writing  
Reprinted from Common European Framework of Reference for languages: 
Learning, teaching, assessment (Council of Europe 2001: 26). 
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Appendix II 
Word Sketch Query example 
 
 
